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3127 WEST MAIN STREET 
LEXINGTONf KENTUCKY 40507 

(859) 254-OQOO 
Fax: (8599 254-4763 

PUBLIC SERVICE 
COMMISSION 

If there is a problem with transinission or if all pages are not received, 
please call (859) 254dOOOO for retransmission. 

TO: Jeff Berouen FAX #: 502.564.3460 

COMPANY: Executive Director, KY PSC 

FROM: Matthew Malone DATE: July 16,2009 

RE: Interstate Gas Supply: Columbia Rate Case; 2009-00 141 

Number of pages including rhis cover page: 2 

This mess3p is intended only [or the use of thc individual or entity 10 which i t  is addressrd, and may conlain 
information that is PIRIVILEGED. CONFIDENTIAL and exempt from disclosure undcr applicable law. If the 
reader of uu's message is not the inrended rccipient, or lhc employee or agent responsiblc for delivering lhe 
mcssage to rhe intended recipient, you zre hereby notified that any dissemination, distriburion or copying of rhis 
communication is strictly prohibird. If you haw rcceived Cllis communicarion in enor, pleasc notify us 
imniedintcly by telephonc, and return die original IO us by mail without making a copy. lhank  you. 

I 

Comments: 

Attached is a copy of IGS' Reply in the above-referenced case which we request be filed in the 
case. Original and copies will follow via US Mail. Thank you; please cd1 with any questions or 
conccrns. 
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In the matter of: Case No. 2009-00141 

Application Of Columbia Gas oT Kcntucky, Inc. 2 

For an Adjustment in Rates 

INTERSTATE GAS SUPPLY, INC.’§ REFLY TO COLUMBIA GAS 
OF KENTUCKY’S MXMORANDUM CONTRA 

Comes InlersLaLe Gas Supply, Inc. (“IGS”) jn reply to Columbia Gas of Kentucky 

(“Columbia”) memorandurn conrra. In support of this rcply, IGS stares as fallows: 

PACKGROUNQ 

IGS filed a motion to reconsider its perition to intervene in this matter on July 1, 2009. 

Columbia thereafter filed a memorandum contra on July S, 2009. Regardless of Columbia’s 

memorandum contra, IGS believes incervcntion to be propcr as addresscd herein. 

lT,BGAL STANDARD 

807 KAR 5:001, Section 3(8), establishes two alternative bases for full intervention in a 

Commission procceding. Tho rcgulation provides in pertinent part: 

“If the commission determines that a person has a special interest in the 
proceeding which is not otherwise adequately represented or that full 
intemcntion by thc party is likely IO present issues or to develop facu that 
will assist the conmGssion in fully considering the matter without unduly 
complicating or disrupting the proceedings, such person shall be granted 
fuI1 intervention.” 

To intervene herein, IGS nccds to demonstrate (i) a svcial  interest that is not othcrwise 

adequately represented or (ii) that its full intemcntion is likcly to prcscnt issucs or dcvclop facts 

that will assist the Commission without undue complication ar disruption. 
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AKGU-MENT 

1. IGS WAS A smcm INTEREST. 

In this rate case, Columbia proposcs a Price Protection Service (“PPS”) and Negotiated 

Sales Service (“NSS”) which directly compete with IGS. Columbia’s proposed new services 

essentially provide cuslomers with il fixed supply cost for natural gas with CoIumbia bearing 

responsibility for variability in gas supply cost. Columbia’s proposed services are requestcd to 

be largely unregulated (e.g. Columbia may enter into financial hedges to control its risk (See p. 3 

of Erich Evan’s direct testimony). 

16s and other Choice suppliers providc almost indistinguishable services compared to 

Columbia’s proposcd BPS and NSS services. lcpl fact, IGS is the largest competitive supplicr in 

the Choice Program and $eves over 20,000 custorncrs within Columbia’s service area through 

the program. 

Columbia’s proposed programs allow Columbia to offer customers a product which 

directly competes with CHOICE program suppliers however: (i) Columbia daes not pay any the 

additional fees which CHOICE marketers pay (e,g. a 5 cent through put fee, a billing fee or a 2% 

discount); and (ii) Colunibia appears to scek to subsidize these services using existing call center 

employees and advcrtising in utility bills. Basically, Colunibia could offer a product 

indistinguishable to CHOICE mkc tc r s ,  including IGS, without many of the costs of CHOICE 

marketers. Moreover, if these progranis are established as articulated by the cariff, CHOICE 

marketcrs and thc CHOICE program would suffer substantially as Columbia would as a practical 

matter surely favor their internal PPS and NSS services compared to CHOICE suppliers - 
regardless of any statutory proscrip tion denying favoritism in advcrtising to rhc contrary. 
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Additionally, CFICPICB customers would suffer as the programs proposed by Columbia 

would diminish competition between Columbia, IGS and any potentia! additjonal new marketers 

considering enrry into the Columbia service territory. Choice markelers would continue to 

compete for business in the Columbia service territory however at a distinct disadvantage horn 

an expense standpoint. Simply put, if the PPS and NSS programs are granted herein, Columbia 

would be able to offer a product competing with CHOICE in Lhe marketplace without many of 

thc same restrictions and fees placed on CHOKE marketcrs and more specifically IGS - hence 

IGS and other Choice marketers’ would be at a competitive disadvantage and the nurnbcr of 

CHOICE markerers would further diminish. 

1GS is the largest competitivc supplier in the Choice Program. As a corporation, IGS 

wants to offer a competitively priced product to customers within the Columbia service territory, 

The PPS and NSS progrrrrns create direct competition for TGS - no other party to this proceeding 

has IGS’ interest as a corporation regarding this matter in mind. Specifically, no other CHOICE 

marketer is involved herein and as such the fees (c.g. a 5 cent throughput fe, a billing fee ar a 

2% discount) attributable to the CHOICE program versus the PPS and NSS program arc only 

attributable to IGS. IGS has 2 special interest herein not adequately represented by others as 

defined by 807 K a R  5:OOl 8 3(8). 

T I ,  CONCLUSION 

As set forth herein, Columbia’s PPS/NSS programs create a cornpetitivc disadvantagc for 

IGS based on marketer fees versus no fees for Columbia and, likewise, the practicality of 

Columbia managing call centers for CHOICE customcrs and PPSMSS customers. For the 

purposes of this matter, IGS will concede that the Attorncy Gcncral will likely adcquately 
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rcprcscnt thc interests of iis customers but the fact rcmains that TGS as a coq)oration and a 

CHOICE supplier has a special interest in these proceedings not adcquatcly represented already. 

If intervention is granted, ILGS rcquests that the Conmission permit CoIumbia sufficient 

timc co respond LO IGS’ limited data requests. 

In Columbia’s most recent rate adjustment case (2007-00008) TGS filed a motion to 

intewene setting forth several issues and assertions involved in that casc, which in turn led to 

litigation over intervention - and IGS cvcntually being granted full intervention. Issues arose in 

2007-00008 which directly impacted IGS which were not fully briefed in its motion to intervene 

therein (e-g. Columbia seeking to cxtend the off-system sales revenuc sharingkapacity release 

mechanism (“OSS CRM”) for time period not in conjunction with the length of the Choice 

pmgrmj. 

Based on the possibility of issues presenting themselves such as OSS CRM, IGS would 

ask that the Commission grant full intervention for IGS with no restrictions. However, if the 

Commission has concerns, IGS respcctfully requests that the Commission grant IGS intervention 

limiting the scope of intervention to the issues of PPS/NSS or any issue relating to CHOICE. 

Wherefore, IGS respectfully requests that the Commission reconsider its order denying 

intervention and that IGS be permitted to intervene in lihc abovc-nzferenced matter as addressed 

lwei n , 
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Respectfully submitted, 

HURT, CROSBIE & MAY PLLC 

-. I- - William H. May, ULT 
Matthew R. Malone 
127 West Main Street 
Lexington, Kentucky 40507 
(859) 254-0000 (office) 
(859) 254-4763 (facsimile) 
Counsel for the Petitioncr, 
IPJ~IRSTATB GAS SUPPLY, INC. 

Of Counsel: 
General Counsel, Interstate Gas Supply, Inc.: 
Vincent A. Parisi, Esq. 
Direct Dial: (614) 734-2649 
E-mail: vpari si (3 imenergy. corn 
P: (6 14) 7 3 - 2 6  16 (facsimile) 
5020 Bradenton Avenue 
Dublin, Ohio 43017 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

]I hereby certify that an original was filed via fax and ten (10) copies of this Reply were 
served via US Mail, postage prepaid, upon Jeff Derouen, Executive Director, Public Service 
Comrnission, 21 1 Sower Boulevard, Frankfort, Kentucky 40602-0G15; furthermore, it was 
served by mailing a copy by first class US. Mail, postagc prepaid, on the following, all on this 
16* day of July, 2009. 

Hon. Stephen B. Seiple 
Columbia Gas of Kentucky, Tnc, 
200 Civic Center Drivc 
P.O. Box 117 
Columbus, Ohio 43216-01 17 

Ilon. Richard S. Taylor 
225 Capital Avenue 
Frankfort, Kcntucky 40601 
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Hon. Dcnnis Ci. I-foward, 11 
Hon. Lawrence W. Cook 
Office of the Attorney General Utility & Rate 
1024 CapitaJ Center Drive 
Suite 200 
Frankfort, KY 4060 1-8204 

Iris G. Skidmore, Esq. 
4 15 W. Main Street, Suite 2 
Frankfort, KY 40601 

David F. Boehm, Esq. 
36 East Seventh Strcet, Suitc 1510 
Cincinnati. OH 45202 

Robert M. Watt, IlT, Esq. 
3011 Keenon Ogden, PLLC 
300 W Vine Street, Suite 2100 
Lexington, Kentucky 40507 

Hon. Tom Fi tzgerald 
Ilon. Liz Edmonson 
Kentucky Resources Counsel, Tnc. 
P.O. Box 1070 
Frankfort, MY 40602 

W.L. Wilson, Esq. 
Corporate Counsel 
LFUCG Dept. of Law 
200 E. Main Street 
Lexington, KY 40507 

John M. Dosker, Esq. 
Stand Energy Corporation 
1077 Celestial Street, Suite #I10 
Cincinnati, OH 45202 

ATTORNEY FOR INTERSTATE GAS SUPPLY, INC, 
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